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Dear Sir: 

To establish a proper prima facie obviousness rejection, the Examiner must (1) 
show that every element of the claims is taught or suggested by the applied references, 
and (2) show that there is some teaching, suggestion or motivation to combine the 
teachings of the references in the proposed manner. The Examiner has failed on both 
counts, and therefore the rejections must be reversed. 

First, neither Simmons nor Kopp disclose plural sensors respectively associated 
with separate infeed paths into a common conversion assembly. 

Simmons discloses a multi-ply stock material being fed into a common 
conversion assembly. But Simmons teaches using a single sensor to control the motor 
that drives the conversion assembly. The sensor only stops the motor when the supply 
of stock material has run out, meaning no plies are detected. 
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Like Simmons, Kopp employs a single sensor to detect when the supply of stock 
material has run out. Also like Simmons, when that sensor detects the end of the 
supply, it stops a corresponding motor. The difference between Kopp and Simmons is 
that Kopp discloses several machines operating in parallel, each with its own sensor- 
motor combination, and each machine processing its own supply of single-ply rather 
than multi-ply stock material. 

Since neither Simmons nor Kopp teach multiple sensors for detecting multiple 
plies of stock material being fed along respective infeed paths into a common 
conversion assembly, the obviousness rejection is improper unless there is some 
teaching or suggestion for modifying Simmons's machine to provide those sensors. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner maintains that Kopp teaches modifying 
Simmons's system by providing a sensor for each of the multiple plies of sheet material 
that are fed into Simmons's machine. More particularly, the Examiner has taken the 
position that since Kopp provides a single sensor on the lone infeed path of each of a 
plurality of machines, it would have been obvious to provide a plurality of sensors for 
each of the plurality of infeed paths into Simmons's conversion assembly. This 
conclusion ignores the overall teachings of Kopp, and what Kopp teaches about the 
problems with Simmons's machine.. 

In Simmons's machine, one ply could run out without triggering the sensor to stop 
the conversion assembly as long as there is another ply. Kopp's use of a plurality of 
independently-operating machines does not solve that problem. Kopp's motivation for 
using multiple machines is that if any one machine has to be stopped for reloading, this 
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stoppage will not affect the operation of the other machines and the continued feeding 

of their respective plies (which Kopp refers to as "webs"). 

In case one of the webs comes to an end, the associated clamping device 
46 is, upon a signal from the corresponding sensor 7, released and the 
clamping device 53 is actuated. The shoes 26, 65 belonging to this web 
track are automatically deactivated because the sleds 20, 21 are blocked. 
The webs associated with the other web tracks continue their travel 
normally, while at the interrupted web track the supply reel for the web 2 is 
replaced and its leading web end is secured (stapled) to the trailing end of 
the preceding web. 1 

This suggests that Simmons could employ multiple conversion machines in parallel, but 
fails to provide a reason for the ordinary skilled person to solve Simmons's problems by 
using sensors that cooperate to stop all of the plies from feeding when any one ply runs 
out. 

If the teachings of Simmons and Kopp are viewed in their entirety, their teachings 
do not suggest using multiple sensors to controllably feed multiple plies to a common 
conversion assembly along respective infeed paths. The Examiner's conclusory 
statements do not explain why the ordinary skilled person would have modified 
Simmons's conversion machine to employ multiple interlinked sensors to control the 
motor that drives Simmons's conversion assembly. Therefore the rejection must be 
based on hindsight. 

And reliance on hindsight construction is an improper basis for an obviousness 
rejection. We respectfully request reversal of the rejections. 



1 Kopp, col. 4, lines 55-64. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the claims are patentable 
over the applied art and that the final rejection should be reversed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RENNER, OTTO, BOISSELLE & SKLAR, LLP 

By /Christopher B. Jacobs.../ 

Christopher B. Jacobs 
Reg. No. 37,853 

1621 Euclid Ave. 
Nineteenth Floor 
Cleveland, Ohio 44115 
Tel: 216.621.1113 
Fax: 216.621.6165 



CERTIFICATION OF MAILING OR FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL OR ELECTRONIC FILING 

[] I hereby certify that this paper (along with any paper or item referred to as being attached or enclosed) is being 
deposited with the United States Postal Service on the date shown below with sufficient postage as first-class mail 
in an envelope addressed to MS Missing Parts, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450; or 

[] I hereby certify that this paper, and any documents referred to as attached or enclosed, is being facsimile 
transmitted to the Patent and Trademark Office (fax no. <>) on the date shown below; or 

[X] I hereby certify that this paper (along with any paper or item referred to as being attached or enclosed) 
is being submitted on the date shown below using the U.S. Patent Office's Electronic Filing System. 



Date: April 5. 2007 

M:\R\RANP\P\P0352\P0352USA-R05-ReplyBrief.wpd 



/Christopher B. Jacobs.../ 
Christopher B. Jacobs 



